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FROM:

CATE: lMay' 11,'1992' .....

RE: r rocuseci Feasibility study, Site 8 Brunswick Nc!V'l AirStation April 1992 r~ I
**t***t**l****************~****************.***~******t*~**~**

I,
the :following

TO:

Based on review of the above document, I offeroomments. If you have any questions, please ask.
, i 'Th remedial alternatives evaluated for site a includa; 1) noaotion; 2) minimal aotion1 anQ 3) soil cover. The,third: alternativ"installation at a soi1 oover, is the least expensi~e alternat1v, an~may provide the qreatest protection tor the envir¢~ment ~nd pUblic :haalth. However, I am not convinced that six 1nQh~s of soil is anacceptable cover system tor th!G disposal area. Althouqh the riskIssess~ent did not find ~hat sit. e posed a significant ~hr8at tohuman health or the environment, there a~e several' fact~~s that ~U8talso b considered when :choosinq the remedial action al~ernative.·These factors are explained. below. i. .

, . .. AocorcHn~ to the SupplemQnt RI RQport (April ~991) ,t qrou1'ldwate~has been impacted by this site. ThiEl is in oontra_to to .the statementon pa~e 3-15 indicatinq qroundwater ~as not been 1~pact.d by site 8.'rhe ocourrence of leaohate brealcouts alQnq the eastern Eid9Q of thesite, ·PAHs in s011s, .and 81evat~d inorganics in. 9rpundw~ter, warrant·coneid ration of a mora .ophist~cated oovar aeslgn'.· eoqs1deration bfmere specific cover rsquirements is ,also in eOl'lfcrlnance with the :',closinq requirements outlined in Ch$ptar 404.5 (H)' of Mjiners Solid .waste Re9ulations. Furthermore, the a~ove mentioned 81 eeharac:teri.eatics s~<;Jqest it may bG more appropriately 01· 6ec1'in .-.'accordance with the stricter Chapter 401 regulatio~s. 'compromisebetween the two requ!rem$nts may be most appropriate. :The proposed so11 cover system is eseimated ~o cos $43,000.pis~ussions wit~ one of the Department's Solid waste En ineQrsind1eat d that an additional 18 inches of low pe~eab11 ty 8011. co~ldpotentially be incorporated into the oover desiqn for a additional,$25,000 - 30,000. ThQ additional coats would cov~r bor ow source ;testinq, purchase of low permeability $oi18, and ~oigtu e and 4ens~tymeasur ments durinq constructio~ in liQU of in-sit.u pe, eacility -~astin9' Even with these added costs, the final cost 0 an UP9rad~dcover design,oould be sUbstantially lower than ,either t Q no action orminimal action alte~native.
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In conclusion, installation of a low permeability ed,ver system~1 reduce the a~ount of leachate generated, re4ue or ~~im1nat.4achate breakouts and'lessen the site's impaot on roun~water.~onsequentlYI the repo~t should evaluate the teasib lity ,cf anupqraded COVer design.
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